REMARKS 



In response to the rejection of claim 29 under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, 
Applicant has amended claim 29 to read "a subject" in line 9. With this response, the rejection 
of claim 29 is overcome and should be withdrawn. 

With this response, claims 1-25, 27-28, and 31-35 are canceled without comment, 
prejudice or disclaimer. With this amendment, the rejection of claim 1 over U.S. Patent 
Publication No. 2004/0083479 ("Bondarenko"), at page 3, paragraph 7 of the Office Action, is 
rendered moot. Similarly, the rejection of claims 1-8, 10-12, 15-22, 26, 28, 34 and 35 over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,553,1 13 ("Dhir"), at page 3, paragraph 8 of the Office Action, is rendered moot. 
The rejection of claims 9, 23-25, 27 over Dhir in view of U.S. Patent Publication No. 
2003/0235287 ("Margolis"), at page 9, paragraph 12, is rendered moot. The rejection of claims 
13 and 14 over Dhir in view of U.S. Patent Publication No. 2003/0026409 ("Bushey"), at page 
10, paragraph 13, is rendered moot. The rejection of claims 31-33 over Dhir in view of U.S. 
Patent Publication No. 2004/0174980 ("Knott"), at page 11, paragraph 14, is rendered moot. 

Applicant traverses the rejection of claims 29-30 over U.S. Patent No. 6,600,736 ("Ball") 
in view of U.S. Patent Publication No. 2003/0235287 ("Margolis"), at page 7, paragraph 1 1. 

The Office Action acknowledges that Ball fails to disclose automatically scheduling and 
sending an email to the originator of the call, where the email includes a targeted communication 
message relating to the subject matter of the call. The Office Action asserts that Margolis 
teaches this feature. Applicant respectfully traverses this assertion. Margolis discloses that the 
messages are mainly IP-based messages to target specific needs, preferences, and habits of the 
caller, which may be obtained from web form requests and/or information obtained through 
browsing history. See Margolis, p. 3, paragraph 0030. Margolis states: 

Further, these messages can be in any form or shape such as an e-mail, a pushed 
web page, an instant message, a VoIP message, an SMS message, a pop-up 
window, etc., and may include, but are not limited to, a message notifying the 
estimated time until the callback (which may pop up on the display device 
associated with the caller device 10), a web form providing a menu of options for 
the caller's selection (e.g., cancel call, need technical support, etc.), an e-mail or 
web page providing advertisements that may be caller-specific, etc. Any 
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information which may be helpful to the current caller is provided to the caller in 
these IP-based messages with or without multi-media presentation, and such 
information including the caller's messaging preferences can be stored in the 
database 90. 

Margolis, p. 3, paragraph 0031. 

It is unclear how "any information which may be helpful to the current caller" relates to 
the subject matter of the call, as recited by claim 29. However, such information is evidently 
obtained from caller habits and/or web surveys (See Margolis, paragraph 0030), and not from the 
call itself. Thus, Margolis teaches sending an email with caller-specific advertisements, options 
regarding how to handle a callback, and information related to the callback. There is no 
disclosure or suggestion in Margolis that the email includes a targeted communication message 
relating to the subject matter of the call, as recited by claim 29. Margolis fails to disclose or 
suggest that the subject matter of the call includes the customer request and that the email 
includes information responsive to the customer request, as recited by claim 30. Accordingly, 
even if Margolis and Ball could be combined, the combined references would fail to disclose 
each and every element of claims 29 and 30. Therefore, Applicant requests that the rejection be 
withdrawn. 

At page 13, paragraph 16, the Office Action states: 

In paragraph 0031, Margolis teaches of sending messages e.g. e-mail which includes a 
message notifying the estimated time until call back or menu options for caller "technical 
support." The technical support represents the subject matter of the call since the caller 
initially called the system for support. 

Office Action, p. 13, paragraph 16. 

However, Margolis actually teaches that the message may include a web form providing 
a menu of options for the caller's selection (e.g. cancel call, need technical support, etc.). This 
web form is evidently to ascertain the caller's needs, not to provide information related to the 
subject matter of the call, as recited by claim 29. Accordingly, claim 29 is allowable over Ball in 
view of Margolis. 

New claims 38 and 39 depend from allowable independent claim 29. Claim 38 recites 
that the targeted communication message includes an advertisement. Claim 39 recites that 
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routing the call includes accessing a set of call destination rules and applying the evaluation to 
the set of call destination rules to direct the call to the second interactive voice response unit. 
The cited references fail to disclose or suggest at least one element of claims 38 and 39, at least 
by virtue of their dependency from allowable claim 29. 

New claims 40-59 have been added. Independent claim 40 recites a switchboard system 
including a data module including an input to receive an incoming call, the data module 
responsive to one or more remote interactive voice applications and an Internet-based telephony 
system, the data module to selectively answer the incoming call. The switchboard system further 
includes a first interactive voice response (IVR) module coupled to the data module and 
responsive to the incoming call to engage a voice dialog with a caller using a set of language 
models to generate a message and includes a call routing module coupled to the IVR module to 
receive and to decode the message, the call routing module responsive to a destination IVR rules 
table and to logic to determine when a live agent is required, the call routing module to route the 
incoming call to a destination address, the destination address comprising one of a computer 
telephony interface, a second (IVR) module, and an application-to-application connection to a 
designated IVR application of a set of IVR applications. 

None of the cited references, alone or in combination, disclose or suggest the particular 
combination of elements of new claim 40, or of claims 41-56, which depend from new claim 40. 
Accordingly, Applicant requests that these claims be considered and passed to allowance. 

New claims 57-59 are added, Independent claim 57 recites a method including receiving 
a call at a first interactive voice response unit and determining a dialed number identification 
service (DNIS) identifier or an Internet protocol (IP) host associated with the call. The method 
further includes constructing a default dialog for the IVR unit to execute to provide a default IVR 
interface for the call, when the DNIS identifier or the IP host is unknown, and retrieving a 
starting Voice extensible markup language (VoiceXML) document including processing logic 
for the IVR unit to execute to provide an IVR interface to the caller, when the DNIS identifier or 
the IP host is known. None of the cited references, alone or in combination, disclose or suggest 
the particular arrangement of elements recited by claim 57, or of claims 58 and 59, at least by 
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virtue of their dependency from allowable claim 57. Accordingly, Applicant requests that these 
claims be considered and passed to allowance. 



CONCLUSION 



With this response, Applicant has pointed out elements that are not disclosed or 
suggested in the cited references. Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the rejections and an indication of allowability with respect to each of the pending 
claims. The Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned attorney at the telephone number 
listed below if such a call would in any way facilitate allowance of this application. 

Any changes to the claims in this amendment, which have not been specifically noted to 
overcome a rejection based upon cited references, should be considered to have been made for a 
purpose unrelated to patentability, and no estoppel should be deemed to attach thereto. 
Applicant's failure to challenge any cited reference as prior art should not be construed as an 
admission by the Applicants that the unchallenged reference does constitute prior art. 

Applicant does not believe that any additional fees are due, but if the Commissioner 
believes additional fees are due, the Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any fees which 
may be required, or credit any overpayment, to Deposit Account Number 50-2469. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date 




Attorney for Applicant(s) 
TOLER SCHAFFER, L.L.P. 
5000 Plaza On The Lake, Suite 265 
Austin, Texas 78746 
(512) 327-55 15 (phone) 
(512) 327-5575 (fax) 
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